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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. On August 28,2003, the Wireline Competition Bureau (Bureau), acting pursuant to 
authority delegated by the Commission,’ adopted a decision resolving disputes regarding the 
rates that Verizon Virginia, Inc. (Venzon) may charge AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. 
(AT&T) and WorldCom, Inc. (WorldCom) for access to unbundled network elements (UNEs), 
interconnection, and resale.2 The Bureau applied the Commission’s pricing rules’ and ‘‘baseball’’ 
arbitration rules4 to choose among cost models presented to us and to select the appropriate 
algonthms, network design assumptions, and inputs for use in the chosen models. Based on 
those decisions, we (1) set recumng rates for unbundled loops, (2) directed Verizon to submit a 
compliance tiling to establish recurring rates for all other UNEs, interconnection rates, and the 
wholesale discount for resold services, and (3) directed AT&T and WorldCom 
(AT&T/WorldCom) to submit a compliance filing to establish rates for non-recurring charges 
(NRcs).5 

2 Consistent with the time frames set forth in the Cost Order, on October 28,2003, the 
parties submitted compliance filings that contained cost studies and supporting declarations.6 

’ 
Order, 16 FCC Rcd 6231,6233, paras 8-10 (2001) (Arbifrahon Procedures Order) 
’ Pehhon of WorldCom. lnc Pursuant to Section 252(e)(S) of the Communications Actfor Preemption of the 
Jurisdiction o/the Virginia State Corporahon Commission Regarding Interconnection Drrputes with Verizon 
Virginia Inc , andfor Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Nos 00-218.00-251, Memorandum Opmion and Order, 18 
FCC Rcd 17722 (WCB 2003) (Cost Order). 

In two previous orders, the Bureau addressed the terms and con&tions of mterconnechon agreements between 
the pehhoners and Vernon. See Petition o/ WorldCom. lnc Pursuant to Section 252(e)(S) of the Communications 
Act/or Preemphon of the Jurirdichon ofthe Virginia State Corporahon Commission Regarding Interconnection 
Disputes with Verizon Virginio Inc , andfor Expedited Arbitration. CC Docket Nos 00-218, 00-251, Memorandum 
Opimon and Order, 17 FCC Rcd 27039 (WCB 2002) (Non-Cost Arblh’ahon Order); Petition of WorldCom, Inc 
Pursuant to Section .?S2(e)(S) of the Communications Actfor Preemphon of the Junsdiction of the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission Regarding Interconnection Disputes with Verizon Virginia Inc , and for Expedited 
Arbination, CC Docket Nos 00-2 18.00-25 I ,  Memorandurn Opuuon and Order, 17 FCC Rcd 19654 (WCB 2002) 
(Nan-Cos1 Arbitration Approval Order) 
’ 

Procedures/or Arbitrations Conducted Pursuant to Section 2S.?(e)(S) of the Communications Act, as amended, 

See47 C.F.R 5 5  51.501 etseq., 51 701 etseq. 

See47C.F.R @51.807(b),(d) 
See Cost Order, I8 FCC Rcd at 17727-28, 17991-93, 18002-03, paras. 4,694-98,701-02, App E Because ’ 

AT&T and WorldCom jomtly filed cost shldies and Jointly tiled most of their supportbg tesmony and post-heamg 
bnefs, as well as Jomtly submitted a compliance filmg, we generally refer to them collechvely as AT&T/WorldCom. 
Ln instances m whch either AT&T or WorldCorn individually supports a posltion or submitted a filing, that party 
will be referred to individually 

See Petition o/ WorldCom, Inc , Pursuont to Section 2S2(e)(S) of the Comrnunicahons Actjor Preemphon ofrhe 
Jurisdiction ofthe Virginia Corporahon Commission Regarding lnterconnechon Dtsputes with Verizon Virginia, 
Inc , andfor Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Nos 00-218,00-251, Letter 60m Polly B Smothergill, Attorney for 
Verlzon Virgirua Inc , to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos 00-218,00-251 (filed Oct. 28,2003) 
(Verlzon Compllance Filing), Testunony of Terry L Murray, Joseph P R~olo, and Rtchard J Walsh in Support of 
Compliance Filing of AT&T and WorldCom Inc. d/b/a MCI (filed Oct 28,2003) (AT&TiWorldCom Compliance 
Filmg) 

The Venzon Compliance Filing contains the Declarahon of Pamck A Garzillo (Garzillo Decl ), as well as cost 

6 

stud~es On November 20, 2003, Vernon subrmtted i n  both paper and elechoruc form the input data that i t  used u1 
its compliance switching cost smdy See Letter from S a m  Jam, Wilmer. Cutler & Pickenng, to Marlene H. Dortch, 

(continued . ) 
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They submitted rebuttal filings on November 18,2003.’ Verizon, on its own initiative, 
submitted a “Response” to AT&T/WorldCom’s rebuttal filing on December 3,2003.’ 

3. In this order, we resolve issues raised by the parties with respect to the compliance 
filings and set the rates (recurring and non-recurring) that Venzon may charge 
AT&T/WorldCom for UNEs and interconnection, as well as the wholesale discount rates for 
resold services.’ We continue to apply the baseball arbitration rules to resolve compliance issues 
raised by the parties.” We emphasize, however, that we restrict ourselves to addressing the 
issues that the parties have directly placed at issue through their compliance filings.” To the 
extent that a party, rather than (or jn addition to) challenging the other side’s compliance with the 
Cost Order, instead seeks to relitigate an issue resolved in that order, such a challenge to the 
order is procedurally inappropriate, and we will not entertain it here.I2 The rates we establish are 
set forth in Appendix A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 

(, xontmued from previous page) 
Secretary, FCC, CC Docket Nos. 00-218.00-251 (filed Nov. 20,2003). The AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filmg 
contams, m addihon to the wibess declarahon, theu compliance NRC cost model and a NRC rate sheet. Although 
we understand that AT&T/WorldCom served Venzon and Bureau staff wth a complete version of the 
AT&T/WorldCom Compllance Filmg, because the officially filed copy appeared to be incomplete, AT&T re-filed 
the AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing on November 4, 2003. See AT&T/WorldCom Compllance Filing (re-filed 
Nov. 4,2003). 

Petition of WorldCom, Inc , Pursuanf lo Sechon 2S2(e)(S) ofthe Communicanons Act for Preemphon afthe 
Jurisdicfion ofthe Virginia Carporalion Commission Regarding Inferconnection Dlspures with Verizon V;rgmia, 
lnc , and for Expedited Arbitrotion, CC Docket Nos 00-21 8,OO-25 I ,  Verizon Vugmia Inc ’s Reply to 
AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filmg (filed Nov 18,2003) (Venzon Rebuttal); Rebuttal CommenLs of AT&T 
Cornmumcanons of Vuguua LLC and WorldCoq Inc on Non-Loop Compllance Studies Submtted by Venzon 
Vugma Inc (filed Nov. 18,2003) (AT&T/WorldCom Rebuttal). 

Petition of WorldCom. Inc , Pursuant IO Sechon 252(e)(S) of the Communications Act for Preemphon of fhe 
Jumdichon of the Virginia Corporation Commission Regarding Interconnecfzon Disputes with Venzon Virginia, 
Inc , and for Expedifed Arbitrahon, CC Docket Nos 00-21 8,OO-25 I, Verimn Virgmia’s Response to 
AT&T/WorldCom’s Rebuttal to Venmn VA’s Compliance Filing (filed Dec. 3,2003) (Verizon Additional 
Response). 

17991, 18002-03, paras 4,694, App E 
lo 
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Recurnng rates for unbundled loops were established m the Cost Order. See Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17727, 

See 47 C.F.R 5 5  5 1.807@), (d), see aLo Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17736, pard 24. 

We note that there appear to be some nunor discrepancies between the requuements of the Cosf Order and the 

9 

II 

Venzon Compliance Filing that are not challenged by AT&TIWorldCom Because these discrepancies were not 
challenged and appear to have minimal effects on the rates, we do not requre any further compliance subrmssions 
l2 We therefore declme to address in this order Verizon’s argument that we should reverse our decision to adopt 
the AT&T/WorldCom NRC model (NRCM). See Verlzon Rebuttal at 1-7, Mmon Rebuttal Decl. at para. 5 In the 
Cos1 Order, we expressly adopted the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM, requnng AT&TNorldCom to resubmt the 
model to reflect only those changes specified in the Cost Order, and we afforded Verizon the oppamty  to submt 
responsive rebuttal testimony Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17991, para. 695. Verizon’s challenge to the use of the 
AT&T/WorldCom NRCM goes well beyond the scope of appropriate rebuttal teshmony 

AT&TiWorldCom NRCM) IS a pehtion for reconsideration or an application for review See 47 C F.R. 5 5  I .  106, 
1 1 I 5  We note that, althougb no party filed for reconsideration with the Bureau, all three parties filed applicanons 
for review by the C o m s s i o n  See Pefirion of WorldCom. Inc Pursuanf to Sechon 252 (e)(S) ofthe 
Communications Act for Preemption ofrhe Jurisdichon of rhe Virginia Stale Corporation Commission Regording 
Interconnection Dispures wrfh Verizon Virginia Inc , and for Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Nos 00-2 18, 00- 

The proper vehicle to challenge the Bureau’s findings in the Cost Order (such as the selection of the 

(conbnued ... ) 
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11. OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

4. We resolve here the issues identified by the parties in their compliance filings and 
their rebuttal filings. These issues fall into four categories, and we address them accordingly. 
First, Verizon claims that the calculations of the additional NRCs by AT&T/WoddCom in their 
compliance filing are flawed." Second, Verizon alleges that a few of our findin s contain 
discrete errors and claims that it corrected these errors in its compliance filings." Third, 
AT&T/WorldCom contend that Verizon's compliance filing fails to comport with the Cost Order 
in three specific waysi5 Finally, both AT&T/WorldCom and V-rizon decline to propose a loop 
conditioning cost sharing mechanism.I6 

A. Verizon's Cha!lenges to the Additional AT&T/WorldCom Non-Recurring 
Charges Calculations 

1. Resale Non-Recurring Charges 

5. Verizon claims that the AT&T/WorldCom compliance filing improperly includes 
NRCs associated with POTSlISDN migration and installation for resold services." Verizon 
argues that the Cost Order adopted Verizon's proposed methodology for resale, and that the 
appropnate method for determining resale NRCs is to reduce the relevant retail NRC by the 
wholesale discount rate." 

6.  We agree with Verizon. The 1996 Act requires the determination ofresale rates ( i e . ,  
wholesale discount rates) on the hasis of the retail rate less avoided costs." We adopted the 
Venzon avoided cost study to set resale rates.*' Neither the 1996 Act nor the Verizon avoided 
cost study makes any distinction between the standard to be used to set recumng and non- 

(. s o n h u e d  from previous page) 
25 I ,  Application of AT&T Communications of Vugirua LLC for Review (fded Sept. 29,2003); Venzon Vugma 
Inc 's Application lor Review (filed Sept. 29, 2003) (Verizon Application for Review). WorldCom's Application for 
Review (filed Sept 29,2003). We also note that Venzon submtted a motion for stay of the Cost Order Petition of 
WorldCom. Inc Pursuant to Section 252 (e)(S) ofthe Communications Act for Preemptzon of the Jurisdiction of the 
Virginia Stare Colporation Commrssron Regording Inrarconnecnon Disputes wrth Venzon Yrrgmia Inc.. andfor 
Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket Nos. 00-218,00-2." , Venmn Virginia Inc.'s Motion for Stay (filed Sept. 29, 
2003) (Venzon Stay Monon). Venzon challenges our decision to use the AT&T/WorldCorn NRCM in both its 
application for review and its stay mohon. Venzon Applicanon for Review at 62-70; Venzon Stay Motion at 26-30. 
Under the Commission's rules, the pendency of these petitions does not affect the finality of the Cost Order and 
does not prevent th~s order from being effective and bmding upon release. See Ar6itration Procedures Order, 16 
FCC Rcd at 6233, paras 8-10; see also Non-Cost Arbitration Approval Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 19655-56, para. 2. 
I' See Venzon Rebuttal at 4-6, Declaration of Louis Mimon (Mmon Rebuttal Decl.) at paras 6-23. 

See Venzon Compliance Filing, Garzillo Decl. at paras. 20-28 

See AT&T/WorldCom Rebuttal, Rebuttal Declaration of Michael R Baranowski (Baranowski Rebuttal Decl.) 

I 4  

Is 

at paras 4-21 
I6  See AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing at 9-14, Verizon Rebuttal at 6-7, Miruon Rebuttal Decl. at para. 27 

See Venzon Rebuttal at 6, Minion Rebuttal Decl. at  para 25 

See id 

47 U S C Q 252(d)(3) 

See Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17983-84, 17986-91, paras 673-74, 678-93, 

11 
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I' 
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recurring resale rates. The Commission, moreover, has previously stated that NRCs “that have a 
retail equivalent are to be priced based on the avoided cost standard in section 252(d)(2)” of the 
1996 Act.” We find, therefore, that NRCs for POTSiISDN BRI migration and installation 
should be excluded from AT&T/WorldCom’s NRCM and, instead, should be set at the retail rate 
less the wholesale discount rate. 

2. Digital Subscriber Line and Line Sharing Non-Recurring Charges 

7. Verizon contends that AT&T/WorldCom understate the costs of the non-recurring 
activities associated with each of the seven digital subscriber line (DSL) and line sharing non- 
recumng rate elements that AT&TIWorldCom add in their compliance filing. Verizon alleges 
that (1) AT&TIWorldCom fail to include any costs associated with orders that need to be 
processed manually; (2) AT&T/WorldCom fail to include necessary work tasks andor 
underestimate the time necessary to perform certain tasks; and (3) the AT&TIWorldCom NRCM 
should be adjusted for these understatements by using the results of the Verizon non-recumng 
task survey.22 We address Verizon’s contentions in the following sections. 

a. Use of the Verizon Surveys 

8. Where Verizon claims AT&T/WorldCom either fail to include a necessary task or 
underestimate the time necessary to perform a task, Venzon proposes to use its task time surveys 
to identify the missing tasks and task times.23 For example, Verizon’s proposed adjustments to 
AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed load coil removal rate and their line sharing connect and 
disconnect rates are based on Verizon’s worker surveys.24 

9. For the same reasons that we rejected the use of the Verizon surveys in the Cosf 
Order, we continue to reject their use here. As we stated, the surveys suffer ffom numerous 
deficiencies that make them biased and unreliable, including ( I )  containing instructions that 
encourage the respondents to overstate task times, (2) falling to weight survey responses to 
account for the kequency with which the respondents perform the tasks, (3) failing to exclude 
outlier results, (4) excessively disaggregating tasks, and ( 5 )  assuming inefficient and highly 
manual procedures that are inconsistent with TELRIC principles.25 The surveys, thus, remain an 
improper basis on which to determine non-recumng costs, and we will not rely on them here. 
Where Verizon demonstrates that AT&T/WorldCom fail to include a necessary task or 
underestimate a task time, we instead adjust the AT&T/WorldCom compliance filing using other 
record-based methods. 

2 ’  

Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigon, CC Docket No 97-137. Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 
FCC Rcd 20543,20700, para. 296 n 752 (1997) (subsequent hstory onutted) 

Applrcatron ofArnerr1ech Michigan Pursuant to Secrion 271 of the Cornrnunrcations Acf of 1934, as amended, to 

See Venzon Rebuttal, Minion Rebuttal Decl at paras 6-26. 

See id, Minion Rebuttal Decl at paras 13-15,20-21,23, Attach. A at 2-8 

See id, Minion Rebuttal Decl at paras 13, 20.21 

See Cost Order 18 FCC Rcd at 1194647, paras 572.15 

22  

” 

” 

2 5  
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b. Order Handling and Fallout 

10. Verizon alleges that AT&T/WorldCom fail to include in their proposed manual loop 
qualification, engineering query, and line sharing install and disconnect NRC rates the costs for 
order processing in those situations where manual handling of orders is required.26 To correct 
this alle ed error, Verizon proposes adding the manual tasks and task times identified in its 
surveys. 8, 

1 I .  We agree with Venzon that the costs associated with processing orders that fall out of 
the mechanized operations support systems processes must be reflected in these NRCs. Our 
review of the AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing shows that AT&T/WorldCom include costs 
for order fallout in determining its line sharing install and disconnect costs, but that 
AT&T/WorldCom fail to include these costs in their manual loop qualification and engineering 
query NRCs. It is appropnate, therefore, to adjust the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM to include costs 
for these activities. 

12. We do not, however, adopt Verizon’s proposed adjustments. For reasons we explain 
in the immediately preceding section and in the Cost Order, Verizon’s surveys are an 
inappropriate basis for determirung NRCs. Instead, we adjust the AT&T/WorldCom model by 
assuming the same two percent fallout rate we adopted in the Cost Order:’ and add the same 
ordering, fallout, and order closing mechanism cost inputs to the manual loop qualification and 
engineering query NRCs that AT&T/WorldCom use to calculate line sharing NRCS.’~ 

c. Verizon’s Task and Task Time Allegations 

13. In this section, we address on an element-by-element basis Verizon’s additional 
criticisms of AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed DSL and line sharing NRCs. 

14. Manual Loop Qualification and Engineenng Query. Verizon alleges that 
AT&T/WorldCom omit tasks necessary to perform a manual loop qualification and an 
engineering query, and it proposes instead to add additional tasks and task times identified in 
Verizon’s NRC study, including its survey.30 Verizon also claims that AT&T/WorldCom 

l6 

2’ 

See Vertzon Rebuttal, Mimon Rebuttal Decl at paras. 7, 14. 

See id., Minion Rebuttal Decl at para. 7. 

See Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17954-55, paras 592-93. 

We make all of the necessary adjustments to the AT&T/WorldCom DSL NRCs, except for the adpstment to the 29 

bridged tap NRC. by changing inputs to the “Processes & Calcs” worksheet of the Excel file “NRCM 2.2-VA- 
FCC X I S  ” See AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing, Ex. 2 (AT&T/MCI FCC Comphance Filing Non-Recumng 
Cost Model 2 2-VA-FCC), CD “AT&T/MCI Joint Testtmony,” Excel tile “NRCM 2.2-VA-FCC xls, Worksheet 
“Processes & Calcs” (hereinafter AT&T/WorldCom Process & Calcs Worksheet) To apply the necessary 
adjmtmeor ro include costs associated with order fallout to he  five DSL NRCs ( I  e., Manual LOOP Qualificat~on, 
Engineering Query, Engineenng Work Order, Load Coil Removal, and Bndged Tap Removal), we activated the 
same order processing and fallout steps for these non-recumng elements that AT&TNorldCom mcluded for the 
]me sharlng elements. We placed an “X” in the line for each step to be activated, thereby caustng the model to 
Include the related nmes and costs in its calculations Specifically, in the coIumns correspondmg to each ofthe five 
NRCs, we placed an “X” ( I )  in the lines marked ID Nos 47 and 48 under the category “Pull and Analyze Order 
Steps,” (2) in the ltnes marked ID Nos. 198,202, 203, and 204 under the category “Fall Out Steps,” and (3) rn the 
lines marked ID Nos 209 and 20 I under the category “Close Order” 
30 See Vertzon Rebuttal, Minion Rebuttal Decl. at paras. 6-9. 
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unreasonably propose identical NRCs for these activities based on the assumption that tasks and 
task times for these elements are ~dentical.~’ Verizon argues that an engineering query entails 
more tasks than does the manual loop qualification because the engineering query is designed to 
provide considerably more loop make-up information than is the manual loop qual i f icat i~n.~~ 

15. We reject Verizon’s proposal to modify the AT&TIWorldCom NRC model for these 
elements by adding numerous manual tasks and the associated task times from Verizon’s original 
NRC cost study. In the Cos2 Order we declined to use Venzon’s “inefficient manual procedures 
and other procedures designed primarily for Verizon’s own retail purposes.”33 We reiterate this 
finding here. 

16 We do, however, agree with Verizon that the manual loop qualification and the 
engineering query rates should not be identical. Verizon is correct that the engineering query 
appears to involve more work, and therefore is likely to have greater associated costs, than does 
the manual loop qualification. AT&T/WorldCom fail to provide us with a basis to identify these 
tasks and their associated costs. We must, therefore, look to Verizon for guidance. Although we 
have rejected using the absolute values resulting from the Verizon worker surveys, absent other 
record evidence, we find that the relative task times identified in the Verizon surveys for these 
two NRCs may serve as a reasonable basis for adjusting the AT&T/WorldCom proposed rates.34 
Consequently, because the Verizon cost study shows that twenty-two percent more time is 
needed to perform an engineering query than a manual loop qual i f icat i~n,~~ we find that the 
engineering query NRC shall be (for purpose of this arbitration) twenty-two percent higher than 
the manual loop qualification rate proposed by AT&T/WorldCo~n.~~ 

17. Englneerina Work Order. Verizon argues that AT&TIWorldCom include insufficient 
time to design work requirements after researching the cable plats. Venzon claims that the ten 
minutes included in the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM is contradicted by their earlier testimony, 
which stated that this task could take up to thirry minutes, and that even th~s amount is not 
enough.” Verizon also alleges that AT&T/WorldCom understate the task times for the other 
steps involved in performing an engineering work order, and that additional steps are required. 

18. We agree with Verizon that AT&TIWorldCom fail to include sufficient time for the 
design work requirements. AT&T/WorldCom admitted that thirty minutes is reasonable for this 

” 

” See Id 
” 

’ I  

for 2-wire CCS, 2-wire ISDN BRI, and 4-wire DDS loop types. See Id. at 17857-61, paras 349-56 

See id., Muuon Rebuttal Decl at para 8 

Cosr Order, 18 FCC Rcd ai  17963, para. 6 I5 

Our de i ema t ion  here is analogous to the ratio-based approach we used m the Cos1 Order to set recurring rates 

See Verizon Rebuttal. Minion Rebuttal, Decl., Attach A at I (column “VZ-VA Times as Filed”) 
We apply this twentytwo percent adjustment to the rate proposed by AT&TIWorldCom and then add to this 

15 

36 

amount the costs associated with order falloul. See supra section I1 A 2 b We perform the this adjustment by 
increasing the time in the line marked ID No 234, Column H (Time (nunutes)) for the engineering query in the 
AT&TiWorldCom Processes & Calcs Worksheet by twenty-two percent (I e ,  from 30.00 to 36.60). 

Attach A at para 29) 
Venzon Rebuttal, Minion Rebuttal Decl at para 10 (cilmg AT&T/WorldCom Ex. 13 (NRC Panel Rebuttal), 17 
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task, and we will therefore modify their model accord~ngly.~~ We decline to adjust this time 
fiuther, as Verizon suggests, because Verizon provided no basis to do so. We also decline 
otherwise to adjust the AT&T/WorldCom model for this element. Rather, we note that the 
additional tasks and task times proposed by Verizon are of the sort that, as AT&T/WorldCom 
previously explained, are likely only in a worst case ~cenario,~’ and are based on Verizon’s 
worker survey. 

19. Load Coil Removal. Venzon claims that AT&T/WorldCom allow insufficient time 
for the field technicians to travel between load coil locations. In particular, Verizon objects to 
AT&T/WorldCom’s proposal that it takes only ten minutes to drive between the second and the 
third load coil locations when they claim it takes twenty minutes to dnve between the first and 
second locations.40 Verizon also argues that it is inappropriate for AT&T/WorldCom to assume 
that two field technicians will be at the first two load coil locations but that only one techcian 
will continue on to the third l~cat ion.~’  

20 We are not persuaded by Verizon’s arguments about AT&T/WorldCom’s travel time 
estimates, but we agree that AT&T/WorldCom’s assumption that the second technician would 
not be present at the h r d  load coil location is unreasonable. Although AT&T/WorldCom do not 
explain why it takes less time to travel between the second and thud load coil sites than between 
the first and second sites, we find reasonable their estimate that it takes ten minutes to travel 
slightly more than one mile (load coils are located 6,000 feet apart on a 
hand, we find it unreasonable that the second technician would disappear after removing the 
second load coil. AT&T/WorldCom assume two techrucians are necessary for removing the first 
two, presumably underground, load coils.43 The AT&T/WorldCom NRCM also states that the 
technicians travel “to the aerial splice location from underground splice location.’d4 Thus, 
AT&TIWorldCom implicitly concede that two technicians should be at the h r d  location as well. 
Further, if only one technician goes to the third lo,gd coil location, a second truck would be 
required for the second techmcian to return f?om h e  second load coil location.45 The 
AT&T/WorldCom NRCM does not include costs associated with this return travel or for a 
second truck. We therefore adjust the AT&T/WorldCom model to include two technicians at the 
third location.46 

On the other 

~~ 

We perform the this adjustment by increasing the value in the hne marked ID No 3 1 1 ,  Column H (Time 
(mnutes)) for the engineermg work order in the AT&TIWorldCom Processes & Calcs Worksheet bom 10.00 to 
30 0. 
39 

4o 

38 

See AT&TMorldCom Ex 13. Attach. A at paras 25-48 

See Verlzon Rebuttal, Minion Rebuttal Decl at paras 17-19 

See ~d , Mmon Rebuttal Decl at para 18  

See AT&T/WorldCom Ex. 13, Attach I at para. 1 1 ; TI at 5009 

4 1  

42 

‘’ 
“ATTMCI VA Compliance DSL NRCs.xls,” Worksheet “Load Coil Removal,” “Assumptions ” 
.M 

VA Compliance DSL NRCs.xls,” Worksheet “Load Coil Removal.” Steps 612,618 

See AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing at 5 and CD-ROM “AT&TIMCI Joint Testimony,” Excel File 

See AT&T/WorldCom Compliance Filing, CD-ROM “AT&T/MCI Joint Test~rnony,” Excel File “ATT-MC1 

See Venzon Rebuttal, Minion Rebuttal Decl at para. 18 

We adjust the AT&TIWorldCorn NRCM by doubling the value in the lines marked ID Nos 257-266 and 268- 

45 

4b 

275 m colunm H for the load coil removal NRC in the AT&T/WorldCom Processes & Calcs Worksheet. 
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2 I .  Bridged Tau Removal. Verizon argues that AT&T/WorldCom’s assumption that it 
takes twenty minutes for the technician to travel slightly over three miles to the location of the 
bridged tap to be removed is unreasonably short, particularly in light of AT&T/WorldCom’s 
estimates that it takes fifty minutes to travel this aggregate distance in its load coil  operation^.^' 
Verizon also claims that the AT&T/WorldCom model improperly assumes that none of the 
bridged taps to be removed is located in underground plant when, it alleges, 18.44 percent are 
actually located in underground plant.48 Verizon proposes adding tasks and task times from its 
worker survey to account for bndged tap removal from underground plant.49 

22. We reject Venzon’s proposed increase in travel time, but we adjust the 
AT&T/WorldCom NRCM to assume that 18.44 percent of bridged tap removal will occur in 
underground plant. Verizon’s travel time logic is flawed. First, we find it reasonable to assume 
that a technician would travel three miles in twenty  minute^.^' Second, Verizon’s reliance on 
AT&T/WorldCom’s travel times for load coil removal is misplaced. Load coil removal requires 
three different travel times because multiple load coils must be removed, each from a different 
location. Thus, travel time must be included for travel between each location. Bridged tap 
removal, on the other hand, requires travel only to a single location. 

23. Verizon’s argument that some bridged tap removal would occur in underground plant, 
however, is reasonable. Although the 18.44 percent is unsupported, it is the only non-zero figure 
presented by either party. We therefore modify AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed bridged tap 
removal rate to include costs reflecting that the removal occurs in underground plant in 18.44 
percent ofoccu~~ences.~’  

24. Line Sharing Installation and Disconnect. Verizon contends that AT&T/WorldCom’s 
one minute time estimate for running cross-connects is unreasonably low and that this figure 
should be replaced with the 8.5 minute figure generated by the Verizon worker surveys.52 
Verizon also argues that AT&T/WorldCom improperly exclude time for the Regional CLEC 

Verlzon Rebuttal, Muuon Rebuttal Decl. at para. 22. 

I d ,  Mlnion Rebuttal Decl at paras. 22-23, Attach A at 7 

Id., Muuon Rebuttal Decl. at para 23. Attach. A at 7 

An assumed speed of m e  d e s  per how does not seem excessive 

We adjust the AT&TIWorldCom proposed bndged tap removal rate to account for removal ln underground 
plant by addmg the add~tional bme that AT&TIWorldCom estimate for underground load cod removal as compared 
to aerial load coil removal (The addihonal steps indicated in the load coil removal appear smlar to those that 
would be necessary for bndged rap removal based on Bureau staff analysis of the i t e m e d  detail contamed in the 
AT&TIWorldCom Compliance Filmg.) Relymg on the development of the AT&TIWorldCom load coil NRC 
requlres addmg twenty-three nunutes to the seventy-four rmnutes that AT&TIWorldCom estlmate for aenal bndged 
tap removal, totaling nmety-seven nunutes for underground removal Safety rules requlre two techcians to 
perfom work in underground plant This requires doublmg the time We also adjust the mu: of underground, aerial, 
and buned operatrans to lncorporate &e 18.44 percent of underground plant. AT&TIWorldComassume that half of 
the above ground operahons are for aerial plant and half occur at pedestals for buned plant. We thus use the 
followmg weights 1 8  44 percent underground, 40 78 percent aenal, and 40 78 percent buried l k s  produces a 
weighted average of 80.22 rmnutes, or I .47 times AT&TlWorldCom’s estimate of 54.5 minutes (The sums of the 
work times were all identified on the AT&TiWorldCom Compliance Filmg, CD-ROM AT&T/MCI Joint Testimony, 
Excel file “Am-MCI VA Compliance DSL NRCs.xls,” Worksheet ”Bridged Tap Removal ”) We therefore 
multiply AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed rate by 1.47 
’’ 

41 

48 

IO 

51 

Verizon Rebuttal, Miruon Rebuttal Decl at  para 13 
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Coordination Center (RCCC) coordinating functions and proposes that RCCC tasks and times 
identified in its non-recurring cost model be used to adjust the AT&T/WorldCom proposal.53 

25. We reject Verizon’s proposed adjustments to the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM for line- 
shanng NRCs. Venzon again proposes to use its flawed non-recumng cost study and task times 
to adjust AT&T/WorldCom’s NRCM. Again, we reject use of the overly manual and biased 
tasks and task times proposed by Verizon. The one minute cross-connect time used in the 
AT&T/WorldCom NRCM for line sharing NRCs is the same as the analogous time estimate used 
in other elements in the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM for which we have already adopted the 
model’s use. We thus adopt AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed line sharing NRCs without 
adjustment. 

B. 

26 Verizon contends that the Bureau erred in three discrete areas in the Cost Order and, 

Verizon’s Challenges to Specific Requirements of the Bureau’s Order 

therefore, Verizon adjusted its compliance cost studies to correct these errors. First, Verizon 
claims ?hat it is entitled under the terms of the [Cosf] Order to collect a reciprocal compensation 
charge” on calls placed to a Verizon end-user by both AT&T and WorldCom UNE-P and 
facilities-based customers.54 Because, Verizon alleges, the Bureau did not specify how the Meet- 
Point A and the end office comoonent of Meet-Point B recimocal compensation rates should be 
developed, Verizon uses the Meet-Pomt A rate previously established by the Virginia 
Commission as the Meet-Point A rate and as the end office component of the Meet-Point B 
rate 55 

27 Second, because Venzon claims that it is not techmcally feasible to provide dedcated 
transport without both multiplexing and DCS equipment, Verizo7i does not propose separate 
rates for the dedicated transport option (Option 4) that excludes all such equipment.56 
Specifically, Verizon argues that (1) because interoffice synchronous optical network (SONET) 
systems operate at DS-3 capacities and above, DS-I SONET-based transport cannot be provided 
without multiplexing functionality, and (2) because multiplexing functionality cannot be 
removed fiom DS-3 or higher capacity transport without eliminating the SONET terminal 
equipment and thereby leaving bare interoffice fiber cable, it is not possible for Verizon to 
provide Option 4. 

28. Third, Verizon made changes to certain of the plant-specific annual charge factors 
( ACFs) ordered by the Bureau “to correct typographical errors and inconsi~tencies.”~’ Verizon 
changed the ACF inputs ordered for COE (Digital), Poles, and Conduits because, it alleges, the 
Cost Order improperly required the use of end-of-year investments instead of averaged 
~nvestments.~~ Verizon also based its calculation of average investment for COE (Digital), in 

I’ I d ,  Minion Rebuttal Decl at paras 14-15, Attach. A at 9 

Verlzon Compliance Filing, Garzillo Decl at para 22, see i d ,  Garzillo Decl. at paras 20-24 

I d ,  Ganillo Decl at paras. 22-24 Both Meet-Pomt A and Meet-Point B reciprocal compensation arrangements 

See Verlzon Compliance Fillng, Garzillo Decl. at para 26 

I d ,  Garzillo Decl at para 27 

/d 

I4 

I 5  

are descnbed in the Cosr Order. See Cosi Order, 18 FCC Rcd at I79 11, para. 485. 
56 

57 

IO 
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part, on Verizon’s investment as reported for 1999 in the Automated Reporting Management 
Information System (ARMIS), $1,339,844,000, rather than the value required in the Cost Order, 
$1 ,399,844,000.59 Further, Verizon changed the Circuit Equipment ACF sub-account split 60m 
DDS and non-DDS (as set forth in the Cosf Order6’) to Sub Pair Gain and Digital Other sub- 
accounts in order to make the split consistent with use of these accounts in Verizon’s cost 
studies.6i 

29 AT&T/WorldCom do not address these issues in their rebuttal filing6’ 

30. We reject Verizon’s assertion that we permitted it to include end ofice switching 
costs in its reciprocal compensation rates. In the Cost Order, we unambiguously began the 
discussion of reciprocal compensation by stating: “We find that end-office switch and shared 
end-office trunk port costs should be excluded fiom both Meet-Point A and Meet-Point B 
reciprocal compensation prices.”63 We found that the flat, per line port rate for recovery of end 
office switching costs is a fully compensatory rate because this price is equal to total switching 
costs divided by total line ports.M Nevertheless, Verizon finds our discussion ambiguous and 
unilaterally proposes to include the Virginia Commission’s previously ordered Meet-Point A rate 
as a proxy for end-office switching and end-office trunk port costs in Verizon’s proposed Meet- 
Point A and Meet-Point B reciprocal compensation rates. To avoid any confusion on thk matter, 
we reiterate that Verizon may not include end-office switclung or end-office trunk port costs in 
its reciprocal compensation rates.65 We therefore set the Meet-Point A reciprocal compensation 
rate at zero ($0 00) and subtract Verizon’s proposed end-office proxy rate from its proposed 
Meet-Pomt B reciprocal compensation rate.66 

3 1 We allow Verizon’s proposal for dedicated transport. Verizon made reasonable 
efforts to comply with our order, which required i t  to develop rates for four mfferent dedicated 
transport options. Verizon proposed rates for three options. It did not, however, propose 
separate rates for Option 4, which excludes multiplexing and DCS equipment, claiming that this 
option is not technically feasible. AT&T/WorldCom do not challenge this assertion in their 

59 

6o 

6’ 

I d ,  3ee Cos1 Order. 18 FCC Rcd at 17997. App B. 

See Cost Order. I8 FCC Rcd at 17997, App. B. 

Venzon Compliance Filmg, Garzillo Decl. aI para 28 

See AT&TANorldCom Rebuttal, Baranowsh Rebuttal Decl. at paras 1-21 

Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17912, para 488 

Id 

Verizon’s claim here IS  also procedurally inappropriare for the same reasons we discuss in rejecting Verizon’s 65 

contennon that we should not have adopted the AT&T/WorldCom NRCM. Seesupra note I2 and accompanymg 
text That is, VerEon was simply to implement the requuements of the Cost Order m its compliance filing. 

C F R  ~~1106.1ll5 

rates from AT&TlWorldCom’s restatement of Verizon’s compliance filing because we agree wth them regarding 
the number of annual busy day equivalents that should be used m detemunlng common uansport costs. See ,“fro 
section 11 C We also note that the Commission’s symmetrical compensation N I C  requires that the reciprocal 
compensation rates AT&T or WorldCom may charge Vernon shall be the same as those that Vernon charges them 
unless they demonstrate that their costs warrant a different rate See47 C F.R. 8 51.71 l(a)-(b). 

Challenges to the merits of our decision belong in a mObOn for reconsideration or an application for review. See 47 

See infra App A In calculating the Meet Pomt B reciprocal compensation rate, we use the common transport 60 
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rebuttal filing. We distinguish Verizon’s position on this issue from its refusal to apply our 
reciprocal compensation decision. With respect to the latter issue, Venzon simply claims that we 
were wrong and therefore disregards the Cost Order. Verizon, however, was fully cupable of 
implementing the order. Here, in contrast, Venzon claims that it is not possible for it to provide 
dedicated transport m the manner specified in Option 4 and, therefore, that it was not able to 
develop separate rates for that option. Given that AT&T/WorldCom do not dispute this 
contention in their rebuttal filing, based on the record before us, we do not require Verizon to 
develop a rate for Option 4.67 

32 We also allow Verizon’s proposed changes to plant-specific ACFs. First, Verizon’s 
position that all of the investment data should reflect averaged investments, instead of some 
reflecting averaged investments and others reflecting end-of-year investments, appears 
reasonable. Second, with regard to the investment for COE (Digital) account, we have reviewed 
the ARMIS data and agree with Venzon that the Cost Order contains a typographcal error. The 
figure reported in ARMIS for 1999 is $1,339,844,000, not $1,399,844,000.68 Third, we find it 
reasonable for Verizon to change the Circuit Equipment sub-account ACFs to match the sub- 
accounts used in Verizon’s cost models. AT&T/WorldCom do not oppose Verizon’s proposed 
ACF changes in their rebuttal filing. Finally, we distinguish these changes from Verizon’s 
actions, discussed above, with regard to reciprocal compensation. With respect to ACFs, 
Verizon’s adjustments are intended to address typographical errors and unintended 
inconsistencies in the Cost Order; Verizon is not refusing to implement the order. 

C. 

33 AT&T/WorldCom claim that Venzon errs in three specific aspects in its compliance 
filing. First, they allege that Verizon, while correctly using 339 annual equivalent busy days in 
its compliance tandem switching cost study, fails to use 339 busy days in its other compliance 
studies and instead uses the 251 busy days figure that the Bureau rejected in the Cost Order.69 
Second, AT&T/WorldCom contend that Verizon improperly calculates the costs of the remote 
call forwarding (RCF) feature. Verizon bases that calculation on the total investment for the 
Lucent SESS switch, weighted by the SESS switch mix, instead of on the RCF investment 
generated by the Switching Cost Information Systemllntelligent Network (SCISIIN) cost study 
reports, as Verizon did for all other  feature^.^' Third, AT&TIWorldCom claim that SCIS/IN 
overstates the investment for those features that are not available for all three switch technologies 
included in the Verizon switching cost modeL7’ For such features, AT&T/WorldCom assert that 
Verizon improperly weights investment only among the switch technologies that can provide the 
feature.72 AT&TIWorldCorn contend that Verizon should change its methodology and weight all 

AT&T/WorldCom’s Challenges to Verizoo’s Compliance Filing 

We note that the Venzon Compliance Filing mcludes rates for Option 4, whch are essennally the same as the 67 

rates i t  proposes for Option 3.  See Vernon Compliance Filmg, Garzillo Decl. at para 26, Attach A at 4. 

See URL. http:/isvartifoss2 fcc g o v / e a f s l a d h o c / t a b l e ~ y e a r ~ t a b ~ a c t i o n . c f m 3 0 3  

AT&TiWorldCom Rebuttal, Baranowsla Rebuttal Decl at paras. 4-7 

Id ,  Baranowslu Rebuttal Decl at  paras 8-10. 

I d ,  Baranowski Rebuttal Decl at paras 11-20 (confidential version) 

See id, Baranowski Rebuttal Decl at  para. I2 

68 

(Report for 1999, Vernon Virginla, Account 2212) (visited Dec. 12, 2003). 
‘’ 
’’ 
” 

’’ 
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features among all three switch te~hnologies.~’ AT&T/WorldCom propose restated rates for the 
elements affected by these errors.74 

34 In Verizon’s Additional Response, Verizon responds to AT&T/WorldCom’s third 
claim only.75 Verizon argues that AT&T/WorldCom should have raised this concern in their 
original pre-filed testimony and that it is procedurally improper for them to raise it for the first 
time in their compliance testimony.76 Verizon also argues that AT&T/WorldCom improperly 
assume that, if the SCIS/R\I does not include investment for a feature for a particular switch type, 
the feature is costless for that switch type.77 Thus, Verizon claims that, to avoid understating the 
feature costs, only those switches for which SCIS/IN provides an estimate for feature 
investments should be used in determilung the proper weights to calculate feature 

35. We address each of AT&T/WorldCom’s claims in turn. First, we agree with 
AT&T/WorldCom that Verizon should have used 339 annual equivalent busy days in any 
calculation that required an input for the number of equivalent busy days in Virgmia. Although 
we dxussed the number of busy days primarily with respect to Verizon’s tandem swtching cost 
study, as opposed to its end office switching study, we did so because the calculation of a flat 
rate end office switching rate does not rely on an input for the number of equivalent busy days.79 
We in no way endorsed Verizon’s continued use of 25 1 equivalent busy days in any of its 
calculatlons. Rather, our busy day calculations in the Cosf Order determine the appropriate 
number of busy day equivalents in Virginia for use anywhere this input is required.8u We note, 
moreover, that Verizon, in its Additional Response, did not challenge AT&T/WorldCom on this 
issue We have verified that AT&TIWorldCom adjusted Verizon’s compliance cost studies to 
use 339 equivalent busy days, and we adopt AT&T/WorldCom’s restated rates for the affected 

36. Second, we agree with AT&T/WorldCom that Verizon improperly calculated the 
RCF feature rate in its compliance study but disagree with AT&T/WorldCom’s proposed 

73 

14 

75 

16 

17 

’8 

79 

80 

8 1  

82  

/d . ,  Baranowsh Rebuttal Decl at para. 20. 

See id, Baranowski Rebuttal Decl., Attach. A (confidenhal version) 

See Veruon Addihonal Response at 1-3 

Id. at 1-2 

Id. at 2-3 

Id 

See Cosr Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17900, paras 454-55 

See id at 17900-01, paras 456-57 

See Verlzon Additional Response at 1-3 

Although we agree with AT&TMiorldCom, we adjust their restatement of the lme mformation database (LIDB) 
rates because their restatement adjusts the mput for annual equivalent busy days not just of Venzon Virgmia, but of 
Venzon South, as well The 339 figure, however, is a Vugmia-specific calculahon based on Virginia-specific data 
and, therefore, does not necessar~ly correspond to the appropriate figure for Venzon South. We therefoie accept 
AT&T/WorldCom’s replacement of 25 I busy days with 339 busy days for the Verizon Vuginia input, but reject this 
same change as made to the Verizon South mput in the AT&T/WorldCom restatement calculations We have 
recalculated the LIDB rates accordingly We also make additional corrections 10 AT&TIWorldCom’s restated Meet 
Point B reciprocal compensation rate See supra section 1I.B 
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correction. In its original cost studies, Verizon calculated the RCF feature investment used in the 
RCF cost calculation by multiplying Lucent SESS “line port investment” derived from the 
SCISModel Office (SCISIMO) by the percentage of lines that use SESS ~witches.’~ In their 
original restatement, AT&T/WorldCom used this same method to calculate the RCF feature 
rate.84 We did not order any change to this method of calculating the RCF feature in the Cost 
Order Both Verizon and AT&T/WorldCom, however, propose new and different RCF feature 
calculations in their compliance submissions. Verizon proposes using Lucent SESS total switch 
investment, rather than SESS line port investment, !?om the SCIS/M0.8s AT&T/WorldCom 
propose using the RCF investment generated by the SCIS/IN.86 

37. Both sides’ proposals are inconsistent with the Cost Order. We directed the parties in 
their com liance filings “to reflect the changes - and onZy those changes - set forth [in the Cosf 
Order].”” Here, Verizon and ATBTlWorIdCom propose new methods for calculating the RCF 
feature costs different from that relied on in the Cost Order. Verizon, moreover, failed to offer 
any justification for its departure from the Cost Order. AT&TlWorldCom, on the other hand, 
propose, for the first time in their rebuttal filing, that RCF feature costs be based on SCIS/IN 
investment because all other feature costs are based on SCISlIN investment.88 Consequently, we 
find both proposals procedurally inappr~priate.’~ Instead, we have recalculated the RCF feature 

Specifically, in this calculahon Venzon used as the 5ESS line port mvesbnent the sum kom SCIS/MO of: ( I )  83 

one-half the per line investment for the main mstnbunon frame and protector; (2) the per h e  non-traffic sensitive 
switchmg investment, and (3) the per ltne excess capacity mvestment. See Venzon Ex. 125P (Matt Supplemental 
Surrebuttal), Attach A, Venzon Swtclung Cost Information System 5 ESS Grand Weighted Line Temunabon 
Report, lmes AI,  A2, C (confidential version); Verlzon Ex 161P (Matt Second Supplemental Surrebuttal), CD “VZ- 
VA FCC ARB, Additional Cost Studies,” folder “VA EXCEL & WORD STUDIES,” folder “VA SWITCHING 
SUPPORT FILES,” folder “VA UNBUNDLED PORTS SUPPORT,” workbook “VA UnSwPonsFtrs 10-01 .XIS,” 
worksheet “Inputs,” cell 869, and worksheet “Feature-lnv,” cell 868  (confidential version). 

For the percentage of switched access lmes connected to 5 ESS switches Verizon used m t h ~ s  calculanon, see 
Vernon Ex 161 P, CD “VZ-VA FCC ARB, Additional Cost Studies,” November 1,2001, folder “VA EXCEL & 
WORD STUDIES,” folder “VA SWITCHWG SUPPORT FILES,” folder “VA UNBUNDLED PORTS 
SUPPORT,” workbook “VA UnSwPortsFtrs 10_01 .XIS,” worksheet “Inputs,” cell 881, and worksheet 
“Feature-lnv,” cell B68 (confidential version) 

See AT&TiWorldCom Ex 24P (Pitis Supplemental Surrebuttal), CD “VA FCC ARB, Docket 00-251, 
Workpapers Supponing Supplemental Surrebuttal of Catherine E Pins,” folder “VA UNBUNDLED PORTS 
SUPPORT,” workbook “VA Sw Ports & Ftrs XIS,” worksheet “Inputs,” cells 869 and 8 I, and worksheet 
“Feature-lnv,” cell B68, and folder “VA UNBUNDLED PORTS SUPPORT,” folder ‘Inputs,” workbook 
“Inputs-ATT XIS,” worksheet “SCIS-IN, cells D5, D6. D7, D9, and worksheet “VA EOFC,” cells 8225,8226, 
B227 (confdenoal version). 

03-2738, Additional Cost Studies,” folder “COST STUDY DOCUMENTATION,” folder ”Part C-01 - Pons & 
Features,” workbook V A  UNE Compliance Ports & Features, worksheet “Inputs,” cells 869, 881 and worksheet 
“Feature-lnv,” cell 868, and folder “COST STUDY DOCUMENTATION,” folder, ”Part C-08 - Usage,” folder 
“Suppon Documentation,” workbook “VA UNE Compliance Backup for Switching & Ports,“ worksheet “WP I O  

Venzon Compliance Filing Propnetary, CD 3 “VZ-VA FCC ARB Proceedmg, Compliance - FCC Order DA 

Summary Compliance Inv,” cells C82, C83, C84, C85, C86. C87, C88 (confidential version). 
AT&TiWorldCom Rebuttal, Baranowski Rebuttal Decl at  paras 8-10 

Cosz Order, I 8  FCC Rcd at 17991-92, paras. 695-97 (emphasis added) 

See AT&TAKorldCom Rebuttal, Baranowski Rebuttal Decl at a paras 9-10 

Although the parties are, of course, free to agree to a result different than that reqwed by the Bureau, the 

86 

88 

89 

parties have not done SO here See 47 U.S C 8 251(a) (carriers “may negotiate and enter into a binding agreement. . 
(continued .) 
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rate using Venzon’s original methodology, which was unchallenged by AT&T/WorldCom 
throughout the heanng process.w 

38. Third, we disagree with AT&T/WorldCom’s contention that Verizon improperly 
weights investments for features for which investments are not identified for all three switch 
types included in Verizon’s cost models.” AT&T/WorldCom raise this issue for the first time in 
their rebuttal compliance filing. As with respect to RCF feature costs, we find it procedurally 
inappropnate to raise for the first time in a compliance submission an issue that could have been 
rased during the hearing.92 Accordingly, we reject AT&T/WorldCom’s restatement of the 
Verizon feature investment weights. 

D. 

39 In the Cost Order, we found that NRCs for loop conditioning recover costs for non- 
recurring activities that may benefit camers (including Verizon) that use the loop subsequent to 
AT&T or W ~ r l d C o m . ~ ~  We therefore drected the parties to propose a cost sharing arrangement 
to allocate these costs among the various carriers that may benefit from the loop conditioning.” 
The parties, however, declined to propose any loop conditioning cost allocation mechanism. 
AT&T/WorldCom claim that developing such a mechanism would be unduly complex and, in 
any event, is unnecessary because the line conditiomng NRCs are so high as to discourage 
entry.95 Verizon argues that a cost sharing mechanism is h a p  ropriate and, in any event, agrees 
with AT&T/WorldCom that its development is not workable. 

Loop Conditioning Cost Sharing Mechanism 

8 

(. conunued from previous page) 
wthout regard to the standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of section 25 I”), c/ infra Sechon 1I.D (parties 

agreed not to design a requued loop conditionmg cost allocahon mechamsm). We are, therefore, left lo resolve the 
disagreement between the parties and do so comistent w th  the requuements of the Cosf Order. We note, moreover, 
that any other course would result in our having to resolve the merits of the parties’ disagreements without the 
benefit of cross-examnahon, hscovery. or bnefs, which were critical to ow analyses and findmgs in the CosI 
Order 

See infin App A 
” As a prelimnary matter, we note that Venzon subnutted the Verizon Additional Response, whch addresses 
only this issue, on its own accord and w~thout any motion requeshng pemussion to do so. See Cost Order, 18 FCC 
Rcd at 17991-92, paras 695-97 (requumg the submssion of compliance filings and a smgle round ofrebuttal filings 
only) Although the Verizon Addrrronnl Response is, therefore, procedurally inappropnate, we do not rely on it in 
rejecting AT&T/WorldCom’s claim here 
92 We also question the substance of AT&T/WorldCom’s argument I t  IS not clear to us that, Just because the 
XIS,” does not generate a feature mveshnent amount for a parncular switch type, the swtch rype IS incapable of 
supportmg that feature If, instead. the parhcular swtch type supports the feahlre hut the SCIS,” does not generate 
an investment amount, then assigning a weight to a zero inveshnent for that swttch t p e  would understate the feature 
costs (assurmng that the feature has an incremental cost that 1s not accounted form SCISAIO). Without the ability 
In cross-exarmne party witnesses on th~s issue, however, we cannot make a fully mformed substanbve declsion 

90 

Cost Order, I8 FCC Rcd at 17974, para. 644 91 

’‘ Id 
95 AT&TiWorldCom Compliance Filing at 9-14 

Verizon Rebuttal at 6-7, Muuon Rebuttal Decl at para 27 96 
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40 Although the parties have not complied with the particular requirement of the Cost 
Order to propose a cost shanng mechanism, they have agreed among themselves not to include 
such a mechanism in their interconnection agreements, thus complying with the broader purpose 
ofthis proceeding and of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 to negotiate (where 
possible) the rates, terms, and conditions of their interconnection  agreement^.^' Accordingly, 
pursuant to the I996 Act and the Commission’s baseball arbitration rules, no issue remains for us 
to arbitrate. 

111. RATES 

41. As we explained herein and in the Cost Order, in this order we set the rates (recurring 
and non-recurring, as applicable) that Verizon may charge AT&T and U orldCom in Virginia for 
access to UNEs, interconnection, and for resold services. We direct the parties to apply the rates 
set forth in Appendix A hereto. We further direct the parties to memonalize the results of this 
order and the Cost Order in their respective interconnection agreements. Specifically, both 
Verizon and AT&T and Verizon and WorldCom shall submit to the Bureau, within ten (IO) 
calendar days of the effective date of this order, an amendment to their respective 
interconnection agreements that incorporates the rates set forth in Appendix A hereto. The 
parties shall include in their amendments only the rates identified in Appendix A and any other 
mutually agreed upon rates. No party may submit in these amendments any proposed rate that is 
not either contained in Appendix A or otherwise mutually agreed to by the parties to the 
underlying interconnection agreement. 

42 .  Consistent with the Arbitration Procedures Order, the rates set forth herein shall be 
effective immediately upon release of this order,99 except for the switching rates, whch 
(pursuant to Verizon’s earlier commitment in the Virginia section 271 proceeding) shall be 
deemed to have become effective as of August I ,  2002.i00 The pendency of the parties’ 
amendments to their interconnection agreements to incorporate the ordered rates shall in no way 
delay the effectiveness of this order or the rates contained herein. 

43 The foregoing notwithstanding, however, in the event that the Commission, on 
review, establishes rates that differ fiom those set forth in this order, the rates identified in this 
order shall be trued-up to the rates ordered by the Commission.ioi Any such true-up shall apply 

’’ 
Cornmucanons Act of 1934, as amended by the 1996 Act and other statutes, as the Commurucahons Act, or the 
Act S e e 4 7 U S C  g §  l51etseq. 

See Telecommunicahons Act of 1996, Pub L No 104-104, 1 I O  Stat. 56 (1996). We refer to the 

see47 u S C  $ 5  25l (c) ( l ) ,252(a) ( l )  

See Arbitrarion Procedures Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6233, para. 9 (“The Bureau’s decisions issulng the 99 

arbitration award and approving or rejecting the agreement . 
4 7 U S C  5 155(c)(3)md47C.FR 6 l.l02(b)) 

will be effective and binding upon release.”) (clting 

IM Applicarion by Verizon Virginia lnc , Verizon Long Distance Virginia, Inc , Veruon Enterprise Soluriom 
firginfa Inc Verizon Global Networks Inc , and Verizon Select Servrces o/firginia Inc ,/or Aulhoniation io 
Provide In-Region. InterLATA Services in Virginia, WC Docket No 02-214, Memorandum @muon and Order, 17 
FCC Rcd 21 880,2194.5-46, para I 14 (2002) (“Verizon stales that it has agreed to make any switching rates set 
durlng the Virginla Arbitration Proceeding effective as of August I ,  2002, the date of its section 271 application ”), 
see also Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17992, para 698 (cltmg same) 

See Arbitrarion Procedures Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 6233, para IO, Cost Order, 18 FCC Rcd ai  17737, para. 26 in1 
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retroactively to August 1,2002 for switching rates and to the effective date of this order for all 
other rates. Payment of the net hue-up amount owed by the appropriate party to the 
interconnection agreement shall be made to the other party to the agreement In accordance with 
the billing practices and other relevant provisions delineated in the agreement. To the extent that 
there is a disagreement between the parties as to the amount of any such true-up or to the 
appropnate true-up procedures, such disagreement shall be subject to the dispute resolution 
provisions of the respective interconnection agreement."* 

IV. ORDERING CLAUSES 

44. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 252 of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as amended, and the authority delegated pursuant to Sections 0.91, 0.291, and 
51.807oftheCommission'smles,47U.S.C. 5252and47C.F.R. ~~0.91,0.291,51.807,the 
issues presented for arbitration are determined as set forth in this Order. 

45. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that AT&T Communications of Virginia, Inc. and 
Verizon Virginia, Inc. SHALL INCORPORATE the above determinations into an amendment to 
their interconnection agreement, setting forth the rates ordered herein and any other mutually 
agreed upon rates, to be filed with the Commission, pursuant to Section 252(e)( 1) of the 
Communications Act of 1934,47 U.S.C. 5 252(e)( I),  within 10 calendar days from the date of 
this Order. 

46. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that WorldCom, Inc. and Verizon Virginia, Inc. 
SHALL INCORPORATE the above determinations into an amendment to their interconnection 
agreement, setting forth the rates ordered herein and any other mutually agreed upon rates, to be 
filed with the Commission, pursuant to Section 252(e)(1) of the Communications Act of 1934, 
47 U.S.C. 5 252(e)(l), withm I O  calendar days from the date ofthis Order. 

By Order of the Bureau, 

. 
William F. Maher, Jr. 
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau 

See Cos1 Order, 18 FCC Rcd at 17737, para. 26 IO7 

17 



Federal Communications Commission DA 04-181 

APPENDIX A -  RATES 

Unbundled Loop 
2 Wire Basic-Unbundled Loop -Density Cell 1 
2 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 2 
2 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 3 
2 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop -State Average 

4 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop -Density Cell I 
4 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 2 
4 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 3 
4 Wire Basic Unbundled Loop -Statewide Average 

2 Wire Customer Specified Signaling -Density Cell 1 
2 Wire Customer Specified Signalmg -Density Cell 2 
2 Wire Customer Specified Signaling - Density Cell 3 
2 Wire Customer Specified Signaling - Statewide Average 

2 Wire xDSL loop -Density Cell I 
2 Wire xDSL loop - Density Cell 2 
2 Wire xDSL loop - Density Cell 3 
2 Wue xDSL loop - Statewide Average 

4 Wire Customer Specified Signaling - Density Cell I 
4 Wlre Customer Specified Signaling - Density Cell 2 
4 Wire Customer Specified Signaling -Density Cell 3 
4 Wue Customer Specified Signaling - Statewide Average 

ISDN BR1 ~ Density Cell I 
ISDN BRI - Density Cell 2 
ISDN BRI - Density Cell 3 
ISDN BRI - statewide Average 

Digital 4 Wire (568~64 Kbps) -Density Cell I 
Digital 4 Wire (568~64 Kbps) -Density Cell 2 
Digital 4 Wire (568~64 Kbps) - Density Cell 3 
Digital 4 Wire (56&64 Kbps) -Statewide Average 

DSlilSDN PRI Loop -Density Cell 1 
DSliISDN PRI Loop -Density Cell 2 
DSIASDN PFU Loop - Density Cell 3 
DSIiISDN PRI Loop - Statewide Average 

DS3 Loop - Statewide Average 

Off Premise Extension Unbundled Loop - Densty Cell I 
Off Premise Extension Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 2 
Off Premise Extension Unbundled Loop - Density Cell 3 
Off Premise Extension Unbundled Loop - Statewide Average 

VERlZoNVIRUNlA 
RECURRINGRATES 

I I  89 
15 26 
28.43 
I4 43 

20 08 
26.03 
49.06 
24 53 

16 76 
I9 69 
32.98 
19-19 

11 89 
I5 26 
28 43 
14.43 

20 08 
26 03 
49 06 
24.53 

14.15 
17.09 
30 42 
16 59 

13 15 
16.94 
31.56 
15 97 

5 1  13 
65 62 

I22 25 
62 05 

595 96 

1 1  89 
15 26 
28 43 
I4 43 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

Unbundled Sub-Loop Arrangements 
Sub Loop Dismbuhon - 2 Wue - Density Cell I 
Sub Loop Dismbuhon - 2 Wire - Density Cell 2 
Sub Loop Dismbuhon - 2 Wire -Density Cell 3 

Sub Loop Dismbuhon - 4 Wue - Density Cell I 
Sub Loop Dishbuhon - 4 Wue - Density Cell 2 
Sub Loop Distnbuhon - 4 Wue -Density Cell 3 

Sub Loop Feeder - DSI -Density Cell I 
Sub Loop Feeder - DSI -Density Cell 2 
Sub Loop Feeder - DSI -Density Cell 3 

Subloop Feeder - DS3 Density Cell Statewide Average 

Unbundled Network Interface Device (NID) 
NID to NID Connection 2 Wire (per NID) 
NU) to NID Connection 4 Wire (per NID) 
Standalone NID - 2 Wue (Per NID) 
Standalone NID - 4 Wire (Per NID) 
Standalone NID - DSl(Per NID) 
UNE Shared N I P  (Per Lme) 

Unbundled xDSL Conditioning & Qualification 
Wideband Test Access 

Unbundled EEL Testing 
2 Wuc Analog Test Charge 
2 Wuc Digital Test Charge 
4 Wue Analog Test Charge 
1.544 Mbps (DSI) Digital Test Charge 
Digital 4 Wuc (56 or 64 kbps) Test Charge 

Jnbundled EEL 10F 
Voice Grade Fixed includes both ends 
Voice Grade per Mile 

Line Sharingnine Splitting 
Admin & Support 

Opnon C 
Splitter Equipment Only -Option C 

Nonrecurring 
Splrner installation 

Unbundled OSS rates for Line Sharing an 
OSS for Line Sharing 

~ l i t i  g 

8 49 
15 38 
28 15 

16.69 
30.54 
56.06 

122.70 
136.63 
139.01 

1,120.86 

0.89 
0 95 
0.89 
0 95 
6.26 
0 28 

1.83 

0.38 
0.49 
1.20 
2.64 
1.30 

28.07 
0.13 

4.77 
3.98 

1,565.08 

0 89 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

Unbundled Line Ports 
POTSPBWCTX 
ISDN BPJ or Ctx Port 
ISDN PRI Pon 
Unbundled Public Access Line Port (UPALP) 
Unbundled Coin Port (UCP) 
SMDI I1 (Simphfied Message Desk Interface) Port 
Switched DSI Port (DSI Port wth  Line Treatment) 
Automatic Identified Outward Dialmg (AIOD) 
Duect Inward DiaLng and Outward (DIDBOD) 
IDLC Port per Interface Group (TR008/GR303) 

Jnbundled Dedicated Trunk Ports 
Dedxated TNnk Port -End Office 
Dedicated Trunk Port - Tandem 
Dedicated TNnk Port - TOPS 

Jnbundled Individual Line Port Features 
PedBus Features 

Call Waihng Display Name and Number 
Three Way Calling 
Remote Call Forwarding 
Calling Number Delivery 
Callmg Number & Name Delivery 
Anonymous Call Rejection 
Automatic Recall (Return Call) 
Call Waiting 
Automahc Callback (Repeat Call) 

Jnbundled CENTREX Features 
CTX Intercom 
CTX Announcement 
Ctx 3-Way Conference 
Ctx Automahc Recall (Return Call) 
Ctx Dishnctive mglng 
Ctx Loudspeaker Paging 
C a  Meet-Me Conference 
Ctx Selechve Call Acceptance 
Ctx Selechve Call Forwarding 
Ctx Selective Call Rejection 
Ctx 6-Way Conference 
Ctx Station Message Detail Record (SMDR) 
Crx Repeat Call 
Ctx Call Transfer - All Calls 
Ctx Call Waitmg Temnating ( All Calls) 
Ctx Duected Call Pick-up with Barge-In (Onginating) 
Ctx Execuhve Busy Ovemde 

2 83 
5 99 

118.71 
2.83 
3 43 

236 35 
42.37 

2.37 
5.22 

243.76 

Included in line por 
23.72 
13.73 

0.0027 
0.1209 
0 4794 
0.0029 
0.9312 
0.0119 
0.0945 

0.00002 
0 0936 

Included in line pon 
0.2488 
0.1209 
0.0472 
0 0010 
3 0322 
0.0160 
0.0105 
0.0026 
0.0112 
0.4418 
1.5915 
0.0936 
0 0054 

0 00001 
0.0007 

0 00003 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

Unbundled ISDN Features 
ISDN Intercom 
ISDN Announcement 
ISDN 3-Way Calling 
ISDN 6-Way Conference 
ISDN Call Pickup 
ISDN Selechve Call Rejection 
ISDN Call Transfer Individual -All Calls (Ftr 578) 
Calling Name and Number Delivery 

Unbundled Switching- Per MOU 
Onginating EO Local Switclung per MOU 
Temunatmg EO Local Switching per MOU 

Unbundled Tandem Switching 
Tandem Swtchmg MOU 

Unbundled Common Trunk Ports 
Common Trunk Port - End Office (per mou) 
Common Trunk Port - Tandem (per mou) 
Common Trunk Port - TOPS (per mou) 

Unbundled Common Transport 
Fixed - Common 
Per Mile 

Unbundled Reciprocal Compensation 
Meet Point A End Ofice (per mou) 
Meet Pomt B End Ofice (per mou) 

Unbundled Dedicated Transport 
Entrance Facilihes 

DS-3 Entrance Facility 
STS-I Enwance Facility 
OC-3 Entrance Facility 
OC-12 Entrance Facility 

IOF 
a n o n  1 

DS-1 Fixed includes both ends 
DS-I per Mile 
DS-3 Fixed mcludes both ends 
DS-3 per Mile 
STS-I - Fixed includes both ends 
STS-1 - per rmle 
OC-3 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC-3 - per rmle 
OC-12 -Fixed includes both ends 
OC-12-perrmle 

Included m line por 
3.1143 
0 1209 
0 2779 
0.0001 
0.021 1 
0.0168 
0.8535 

Included m hne por 
Included m line por 

0 000020 

Included m lme pon 
0.000107 
0.000068 

0 000054 
0 000002 

0.00oO00 
0.000290 

412.42 
414.56 
939.79 

3.026.49 

41 85 
3 02 

314.10 
42.71 

3 17.80 
42.93 

1,119.65 
141.71 

3,409 49 
317 73 
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APPENDlX A -RATES 

)phon 2 
DS-I Fixed includes both ends 
DS- I per Mile 
DS-3 Fixed includes both ends 
DS-3 per Mile 
STS-1 - Fixed includes both ends 
STS-I - per rmle 
OC-3 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC-3 -per rmle 
OC-I2 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC-12- perrmle 

3ption 3 
DS- I Fixed mcludes both ends 
DS-I per Mile 
DS-3 Fixed mcludes both ends 
DS-3 per Mile 
STS-1 - Fixed mcludes both ends 
STS-I . per nule 
OC-3 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC-3 -per nule 
OC-I2 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC- I2  - per rmle 

a h o n  4 
DS- I Fixed lncludes both ends 
DS-I per Mile 
DS-3 Fixed mcludes both ends 
DS-3 per Mile 
STS-I - Fixed mcludes both ends 
STS-1 - per nule 
OC-3 -Fixed includes both ends 
OC-3 -per nule 
OC- 12 - Fixed includes both ends 
OC-12 - per rmle 

Unbundled SS7 
STP Port - Monthly per Port 
SS7 Lm): per Mile 

Unbundled Signaling Databases 
800 Database 

Basic Per Query 
Vertical Query 

Calling Card per query 
Billed Number Screening per query 

LlDB 

s 27.39 
s 3.02 
$ 314.10 
$ 42.71 
$ 317.80 
$ 42.93 
$ 1,11965 
$ 141 71 
$ 3,409.49 
$ 31773 

$ 53.80 
$ 3.02 
$ 295.23 
$ 42.71 
$ 298 94 
$ 42.93 
$ 1,058.68 
$ 141 71 
$ 3,409.49 
$ 317 73 

Note: DSO wlo rnux 
or DCS is DS3 

$ 295 23 
$ 42 71 
$ 298.94 
$ 42.93 
$ 1,058 68 
$ 141 71 
$ 3,409.49 
$ 31773 

$ 286 98 
$ 0 13 

$ 0.0001 367 
$ 0.0001 367 

$ 0.019197 
s 0.01 9197 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

llnhundled Dark Fiber - IOF 
Verizon C.O. to Veruon C.O. 

Serving Wire Center ("SWC") Charge / SWC / Pau 
Inter Office Per Mile 

Verizon C.O. to CLEC C.O. 
Serving Wire Center ("SWC") Charge / SWC /Pair 
Channel Temunation Charge/CLEC CO 

Unbundled Dark Fiber - Loop 
Serving Wire Center Charge / SWC / Pax 
Loop ChargePau per Rate Group 
Loop ChargePau per Density Cell I 
Loop ChargePair per Density Cell 2 
Loop Chargelpax per Density Cell 3 

lustomized Routing per line per month 

Iaily Usage File (DUF) 
Per Record Recordmg 
Per Record Transmitted 
Per Media (Tape or Canndge) 

iMS ( A I N  Service Creation) 
Service Creation Usage 

Remote Access per 24 Hr day 
On Prermse per 24 Hr day 

Cenificanon and Testmg per Hour 
Help Desk Suppon per Hour 
Service Charges 
Subscription Charges 
Database Queries 

Network Query 
CLEC Network Query 
CLEC Swtch Query 

Utilization Element 
Service Modification 

DTMF Update Per Change 
Suitchcd Based Announcement 
Dcvelopmental Charges 

Service Creation Access Pons per month, per Logon ID 

)perafions Support Systems (per UNE 
mplPlatformlCombination or resold line) 

Ongoing and Recovery of one hme (dunng I O  yr. Penod) 
Ongoing only (after I O  yr Penod) 

13 45 
191.00 

13.45 
155 89 

13.45 

172 01 
255.87 
322 91 

0 00084 

000111 
0.000133 

21.36 

2,723 00 
2,723 00 

60 81 
65 05 

3.36 

0 00028 
0.00028 
0 00028 
0 00005 

0 01272 
0 00066 

1,405.49 

0 85 
0.48 
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APPENDIX A -RATES 

POTS ISDN BRI Install (TSR) 
POTS / ISDN BRI Migration (UNE Platform) 
POTS / ISDN BRI Install (UNE Platform) 
POTS / ISDN BFU Disconnect (UNE Platform*) 
POTS / ISDN BRI Migration (UNE Loop) 
POTS / ISDN BRI Install (UNE Loop) 
POTS / ISDN BRI Disconnect (UNE Loop) 
Feature Changes 
4 Wire Migration (UNE Loop) 
4 Wire Install (UNE Loop) 
4 Wire Disconnect (UNE Loop) 
2 Wire Migration at the FDI 
2 Wire Disconnect at the FDI 
4 Wire Migration at the FDI 
4 Wire Disconnect at the FDI 
2 Wire Migration at 6 line NID 
Channelized DS1 Vutual Feeder to RT Install 
Channelized DSI Virtual Feeder to RT Disconnect 
DS1 Interoffice Transport Install 
DSI Interoffice Transport Disconnect 
DS3 Interoffice Transport Install 
DS3 Interoffice Transport Disconnect 
2 Wire Loop, different CO Migration 
2 Wire Loop, different CO Install 
2 Wire Loop, different CO Disconnect 
4 Wire Loop, different CO Migration 
4 Wire Loop, different CO Install 
4 Wire Loop, different CO Disconnect 
DS1 h o p  to Customer Premise Migration 
DSI Loop to Customer Premise Install 
DSl Loop to Customer Premise Disconnect 
DS3 Loop to Customer Premise Migration 
DS3 Loop to Customer Premise Install 
DS3 Loop to Customer Premise Disconnect 
Line Port (DSO, Analog, ISLU) Install 
Line Port (DSO, Analog, ISLU) Disconnect 
Channelized DS1 line port (TR-303-IDT) Install 
Channelized DSl line port (TR-303-IDT) Disconnect 
Fiber Cross Connects Install (LGX) 
Fiber Disconnect (LGX) 

* 
* 

$ 0.26 
$ 0.26 
$ 0.26 
$ 5.01 
$ 4.83 
$ 44.28 
$ 0.26 
$ 26.92 
$ 26.92 
$ 19.43 
$ 22.58 
$ 21.73 
$ 61.51 
$ 37.61 
$ 41.89 
$ 19.20 
$ 14.95 
$ 8.14 
$ 0.49 
$ 8.14 
$ 0.49 
$ 28.68 
$ 14.36 
$ 12.38 
$ 29.56 
$ 15.46 
$ 14.58 
$ 36.88 
$ 27.19 
$ 19.41 
$ 33.42 
$ 19.32 
$ 10.85 
$ 4.65 
$ 4.28 
$ 19.20 
$ 14.13 
$ 9.36 
$ 10.24 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

SS7 Links (DSO) Disconnect 
SS7 Links (DSl) Install 
SS7 Links (DS1) Disconnect 
SS7 STP global title translations 'A Link' only Install 
SS7 STP global title translations 'A Link' only Disconnect 
SS7 STP message transfer part 'A Link' only (port) Install 
SS7 STP message transfer part 'A Link' only (port) Disconnect 
Line Sharing - Install 
Line Sharing - Disconnect 
Manual Loop Qualification 
Enpeering Query 
Engineering Work Order 
Load Coil Removal 
Bridged TaD Removal 

$ 13.70 
$ 23.97 
$ 7.38 
$ 30.26 
$ 30.26 
$ 21.45 
$ 20.57 
$ 5.93 
$ 5.56 
$ 28.70 
$ 34.31 
$ 42.52 
$416.68 
$ 70.67 

* Total Service Retail NRCs are set at the retail rate less the wholesale discount rate. 
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APPENDIX A - RATES 

I With Verizon Operator Services / Directory 13.1 1 % 
Assistance 

I Without Verizon Operator Services / 14.74 % 
Directory Assistance 

26 


